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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



Claims 1-45 have been examined. 



Response to Amendment 



2. 



This action is in reponse to the amendment filed 10/05/2007. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 



of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 14-15, and 29-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Haken ("Haken" US 7,124,374). 

As per claim 14, Haken teaches the pointing device control method of claim 1 , 
wherein the step of determining if the position indicated by the pointing device is a 
position that corresponds to another one of the displays includes: determining which of 
the plurality of displays is an active display (Column 2 lines 62-Column 3 lines 15); 



Application/Control Number: 10/614,606 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2174 

determining whether the pointing device is indicating a position near a specific edge 
(Column 3 lines 39-68); and determining if there is a display in a direction indicated by 
the specific edge (Column 3 lines 39-68). 

As per claim 15, Haken teaches the pointing device control method of claim 1 , 
wherein: the position indicated by the pointing device is a left edge (Figure 1). 

Claim 29 is similar in scope to that of claim 14, and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claim 30 is similar in scope to that of claim 15, and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. Claims 1-11,16-26,31-33,37-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Haken ("Haken", US 7,124,374) in view of Keller ("Keller", US 
6,842,795). 

As per claim 1 , Haken teaches a pointing device control method for mapping a 
pointing device to a plurality of displays (Figurel), comprising: mapping the pointing 
device to a first one of the displays (Column 3 lines 16-19); detecting a position 
indicated by the pointing device (Column 3 lines 16-19); determining if the position 
indicated by the pointing device is a position that corresponds to another one of the 
displays (Column 3 lines 16-19). Haken fails to distinctly point out remapping since he 
uses a relative pointing device. However, Keller teaches remapping the pointing device 
to the other one of the displays (Column 4 lines 1 -31 , shifting focus with an input device, 
(stylus)). Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention 
to combine the teaching of Keller with the method of Haken. Motivation to do so would 
have been to provide more accurate representation than relative methods. 

As per claim 2, Haken-Keller teaches the pointing device control method of claim 
1 , wherein the position corresponding to the other display is near an edge (Haken, 
Column 3 lines 16-19, Column 3 lines 36-39). 
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As per claim 3, Haken-Keller fails to expressly teach the pointing device control 
method of claim 2, wherein the edge is an edge of a graphics tablet (Keller, Column 4 
lines 9-20) . 

As per claim 4, Haken-Keller teaches the pointing device control method of claim 
2 wherein the edge is an edge of an active display (Haken, Column 3 lines 1-15). 

As per claim 5, Haken-Keller teaches the pointing device control method of claim 
1, wherein the pointing device is an absolute pointing device (Keller, Column 4 lines 21- 
30). 

As per claim 6, Haken-Keller teaches the pointing device control method of claim 
1 wherein the pointing device includes a graphics tablet (Keller, Column 4 lines 9-20). 

As per claim 7, Haken-Keller teaches the pointing device control method of claim 
1, wherein the pointing device includes a stylus (Keller, Column 4 lines 21-30). 

As per claim 8, Haken-Keller teaches the pointing device control method of claim 
1 wherein remapping the pointing device includes changing which of the plurality of 
displays is controlled by the pointing device (Haken, Column 3 lines 16-20). 
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As per claim 9, Haken-Keller teaches the pointing device control method of claim 
1 , and further including a preliminary step of defining the width of a proximity zone near 
an edge to establish the position corresponding to the other monitor (Haken .Column 3 
lines 16-20). 

As per claim 10, Haken-Keller teaches the pointing device control method of 
claim 1, and further including a preliminary step of identifying and storing the relative 
positions each of the plurality of displays (Haken, Column 3 lines 35-37 and Keller, 
Column 9 lines 17-25). 

As per claim 1 1 , Haken-Keller teaches the pointing device control method of 
claim 1, and further including: a preliminary step of recording the existence or 
nonexistence of a display on the left of each of the plurality of displays; and a 
preliminary step of recording the existence or nonexistence of a display on the right of 
each of the plurality of displays (Haken, Column 2 lines 62-Column 3 lines 15, Figure 1). 

Claim 1 6 is similar in scope to that of claim 1 , and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claim 17 is similar in scope to that of claim 2, and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 
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Claim 18 is similar in scope to that of claim 3, and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claim 19 is similar in scope to that of claim 4, and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claim 20 is similar in scope to that of claim 5, and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claim 21 is similar in scope to that of claim 6, and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claim 22 is similar in scope to that of claim 7, and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claim 23 is similar in scope to that of claim 8, and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 



Claim 24 is similar in scope to that of claim 9, and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 
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Claim 25 is similar in scope to that of claim 10, and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claim 26 is similar in scope to that of claim 11, and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

As per claim 31 , Haken teaches a computer-readable medium having stored 
thereon a data structure comprising: a position field containing data representing a 
position for triggering a process for remapping a pointing device to another display 
(Column 3 lines 35-38); and a position field containing data representing the position of 
the pointing device (Column 4 lines 3-19). Haken fails to distinctly point out remapping 
since he uses a relative pointing device. However, Keller teaches remapping the 
pointing device to the other one of the displays (Column 4 lines 1 -31 , shifting focus with 
an input device, (stylus)). Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time 
of the invention to combine the teaching of Keller with the method of Haken. Motivation 
to do so would have been to provide more accurate representation than relative 
methods. 
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As per claim 32, Haken-Keller teaches the computer-readable medium of claim 

31 , wherein the position field contains data representing the width of an area near an 
edge (Haken, Column 4 lines 3-19, Figure 2). 

As per claim 33, Haken-Keller teaches the computer-readable medium of claim 

32, wherein: the pointing device includes a graphics tablet and a stylus; and the edge is 
an edge of the graphics tablet (Keller, Column 4 lines 21-30). 

As per claim 37, Haken-Keller teaches the computer-readable medium of claim 
31 , and further including an adjacent monitor field containing data representing the 
presence of a display adjacent an active monitor (Haken, Column 3 lines 35-39). 

As per claim 38, Haken teaches a graphics display system comprising: 
a plurality of displays (Figure 1); a pointing device (Figure 1); a position monitor 
(Column 3 lines 16-39); and a remapper responsive to output from said position 
monitor, and operative to automatically remap the pointing device from one of the 
displays to another one of the displays (Column 3 lines 16-39). Haken fails to distinctly 
point out remapping since he uses a relative pointing device. However, Keller teaches 
remapping the pointing device to the other one of the displays (Column 4 lines 1 -31 , 
shifting focus with an input device, (stylus)). Therefore it would have been obvious to an 
artisan at the time of the invention to combine the teaching of Keller with the method of 
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Haken. Motivation to do so would have been to provide more accurate representation 
than relative methods. 

As per claim 39, Haken teaches a graphics display system comprising: 
a plurality of displays (Figure 1 ); a pointing device (Figure 1 ); and means for 
automatically remapping the pointing device from one of the displays to another one of 
the displays (Column 3 lines 16-39). Haken fails to distinctly point out remapping since 
he uses a relative pointing device. However, Keller teaches remapping the pointing 
device to the other one of the displays (Column 4 lines 1 -31 , shifting focus with an input 
device, (stylus)). Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the 
invention to combine the teaching of Keller with the method of Haken. Motivation to do 
so would have been to provide more accurate representation than relative methods. 

As per claim 40, Haken teaches a method for mapping a pointing device to 
multiple displays, said method comprising: mapping the pointing device to a first display; 
and automatically remapping the pointing device to a second display (Column 3 lines 
16-39). Haken fails to distinctly point out remapping since he uses a relative pointing 
device. However, Keller teaches remapping the pointing device to the other one of the 
displays (Column 4 lines 1-31 , shifting focus with an input device, (stylus)). Therefore it 
would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to combine the 
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teaching of Keller with the method of Haken. Motivation to do so would have been to 
provide more accurate representation than relative methods. 



As per claim 41 , Haken-Keller teaches the method of claim 40, wherein the step 
of automatically remapping the pointing device to the second display includes: 
receiving a predefined input via the pointing device indicative of a user's desire to use 
the second display (Haken, Column 3 lines 35-39); and remapping the pointing device 
to the second display responsive to receipt of the predefined input (Haken, Column 3 
lines 16-39). 

As per claim 42, Haken teaches a computer-readable medium having stored 
thereon a data structure comprising: a first field containing data indicative of a particular 
display; and a second field containing data indicative of said particular display's position 
relative to a second display (Column 4 lines 3-19). Haken fails to distinctly point out 
remapping since he uses a relative pointing device. However, Keller teaches remapping 
the pointing device between said second display and said particular display (Column 4 
lines 1-31 , shifting focus with an input device, (stylus)). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to combine the teaching of Keller with 
the method of Haken. Motivation to do so would have been to provide more accurate 
representation than relative methods. 
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As per claim 43, Haken-Keller teaches a computer-readable medium according 
to Claim 42, wherein: said second field contains perimeter coordinates associated with 
a display area of said particular display (Haken, Column 3 lines 35-39). 

As per claim 44, Haken-Keller teaches a computer-readable medium according 
to Claim 42, wherein said second field contains data indicative of the position of a 
boundary between said particular display and said second display (Haken, Column 3 
lines 35-39). 

As per claim 45, Haken-Keller teaches a computer-readable medium according 
to Claim 44, wherein said data structure further comprises a third field containing data 
indicative of said second display (Haken, Column 2 lines 63-67). 



7. Claims 12,13,27,28,34,35,36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Haken ("Haken" US 7,124,374) and Keller ("Keller", US 6,842,795) in 
view of Numazaki ("Numazaki", US 5,990,893). 

As per claim 1 2, Haken-Keller fails to distinctly point out timing the pointing 
device. However, Numazaki teaches the pointing device control method of claim 1, and 
further including determining how long the pointing device has indicated the position 
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corresponding to the other one of the displays (Column 7 lines 35-63). Therefore it 
would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to combine the 
teaching of Numazaki with the method of Haken-Keller. Motivation to do so would have 
been so that command would not accidentally be assigned to a different device. 

As per claim 13, Haken-Keller-Numazaki teaches the pointing device control 
method of claim 1 , and further including: a preliminary step of setting an elapsed time 
which the pointing device must remain indicating a position near an edge before the 
pointing device is remapped (Numazaki, Column 7 lines 35-63). 

Claim 27 is similar in scope to that of claim 12, and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claim 28 is similar in scope to that of claim 13, and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

As per claim 34, Haken-Keller-Numazaki teaches the computer-readable medium 
of claim 31 , and further including a preset time field containing data representing an 
activation time period (Numazaki, Column 7 lines 35-63). 
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As per claim 35, Haken-Keller-Numazaki teaches the computer-readable medium 
of claim 31 , and further including an elapsed time field containing data representing an 
elapsed time (Numazaki, Column 7 lines 35-63). 

As per claim 36, Haken-Keller-Numazaki the computer-readable medium of claim 
35, wherein the elapsed time is a time, which a pointing device has remained in a 
designated zone (Numazaki, Column 7 lines 35-63). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-45 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to RYAN F. PITARO whose telephone number is 
(571)272-4071 . The examiner can normally be reached on 7:00am - 4:30pm Mondays 
through Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Wiley can be reached on 571-272-3923. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/R. F. P.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 2174 
/David A Wiley/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2174 



